This article, which is a paper in Philosophy of Religion, argues in defence of the thesis that the followers of Jesus and Marx must discard their prejudice and unite in the struggle to end exploitation and oppression particularly, in Nigeria. The paper discovers that Jesus Christ and Karl Marx were both revolutionary figures whose missions were the liberation of man from the evils of exploitation and oppression. The paper strongly criticizes Marx for failing to make the important distinction between the practice of religion and the spirit of religion and condemns, in very strong terms, Marx's description of religion as the opium of the people. While acknowledging the fact that Marx, as a person, was an atheist, this paper maintains that Marxism as a philosophy is not atheistic, in view of the fact that atheism is not essential to Marxism. The paper insists that Marxian socialism or communism and religion firmly have the common objective of liberating man from exploitation and oppression and maintains that both must unite, if that objective is to be achieved. It was Marxian socialism's attempt, in Russia, to liberate man from exploitation and oppression without the cooperation of religion that led to the failure of socialism in Russia, the paper maintains. Socialism, the paper insists, can only be brought to full realization on the basis of authentic religion, a fact Marx did not realize.
INTRODUCTION
This paper aims at articulating reasons why the followers of Jesus and Marx must discard their prejudices and unite in the struggle to end exploitation. Is Marxism atheistic? Marxism has been presented, for a long time now, as directly opposed to religion and God. Is atheism essential to Marxism? Is it as essential to Marxism as belief in God is to Christianity? These are basically the questions this paper intends to critically examine.
A postulatory atheism: Marcel Reding, a catholic theologian, in response to the inquiry as to whether atheism is essential to Marxism, says no. For him, Marxists are not obliged by virtue of their Marxism to profess atheism. Paul Weingarthner, a scientist says emphatically that atheism is not a logical consequence of Marxism, if Marxism is taken to be a science. Cesare Luporini, a Marxist, opines that Marx's law of the base-super structure relationship which Reding saw as the essence of Marxism is neither religious nor atheistic, hence Marxist atheism is not grounded in any scientific principle and is rather a "postualatory atheism". Thus these authors, according to Fierro, are of the opinion that the interpretation of humankind in Marxist terms of basesuperstructure is not necessarily atheistic (Fierro 1977:367) . This is the opinion underlying the effort to construct a historical materialist theology. The Marxist tradition of today is complex, containing elements from many diverse sources. So there can be no embarrassment should there be variety of opinion as to what constitutes the "essence of Marxism." Today we find a number of distinctions all within the Marxist tradition. Marxism as science versus Marxism as a personal option and commitment, Marxism as theoretical analysis versus Marxism as concrete practice. Marxism as humanism dealing with the whole person versus Marxism as an economic and political theory. All these are part and parcel of Marxism. What is atheistic about all these aspects of Marxism and where does the essence of Marxism lie? Marxism is not atheistic.
The spirit and the practice of religion: It is true that Marx and Lenin were hostile to religion but this attitude itself is not part of Marxism. Moreover, they were hostile to religion because of the active role played by the clergy in the exploitation of the masses during their time and the church's support for capitalism. It must, therefore, be admitted that Marx and Lenin were actually opposed to religion, which they described as the opium of the people. For Marx, religion is an instrument of exploitation in the hands of capitalists, who through religion, teach doctrines which prevent the exploited from revolting against their exploiters. When exploited and oppressed, the people are encouraged to leave vengeance to God. Believing, as he did, that religion is the product of economic exploitation, Marx opined that religion would die a natural death at the socialist stage, where there will be no exploitation. Marx and Lenin were opposed to religion because the clergy actively indulged in acts that amounted to exploiting the masses and encouraged capitalism, practices which still abound. So Marx and Lenin had good reason for being hostile to religion and religious leaders (Toyo, (13) (14) .
However, Marx failed to make the important distinction between the practice of religion and the spirit of religion. The spirit of religion is what religion is intended to achieve, that is the aim, the purpose and the ultimate objective of religion.
Religion generally includes, apart from the Christian religion, other religions like Buddhism -the religion founded in India by Buddha; Hinduism-polytheistic religion of the Hindus; Zoroastrianism -the ancient Persian religion founded by Zoroaster, Moslem religion founded by Mohammed; African Traditional religion etc. For purposes of illustration, we are here using the Christian religion. People may do what they want in the name of religion. But the principles laid down by Christ, the founder of Christianity, are clearly stated in the Holy Bible. The church must rediscover the exact thing Christ wanted to bring about in the world. The spirit of the Christian religion must, therefore, be rediscovered by the church. The practice of religion, on the other hand, as distinct from the spirit of religion, refers to the way religion is expressed. As Lamola correctly noted, "… religion played and continues to play a central role in the economic exploitation and political domination of the people" (146). In the opinion of Lamola, and correctly too, religion can and often does promote economic and political exploitation and oppression. Adding his own voice, Nengwekhulu asserts that "the history of religion has largely been the history of religion as an instrument of political oppression, economic exploitation and social degradation" (190) . These are the developments that provoked Marx's anger against religion.
Marx, however, took a onedimensional view of religion without considering the fact that it could be a means of liberation. In the words of Nasimiyu-Wazike "as prophet the church warns and calls back people when they have strayed from the gospel message" (136).
The gospel message is the message of liberation, the message of setting at liberty them that are bruised (Luke 4:18) . This distinction between the spirit and the practice of religion enables us to see that there is room for constant correction, reform, development or improvement of religion. Marx by moving onedimensionally and confining himself exclusively to the practice of religion during his life time gives a static concept of religion, a concept which leaves no room for improvement or development. To take religion only as it is practised and refuse to ask what it ought to be is to exclude the possibility of correction, reform and development. To find God in the context of oppression, there has to be a break from the universal theology, which supports non-violence. For some there are, who are perpetually evil. Either by their constitution or orientation, they are incorrigibly hostile. No amount of appeal to rationality could ever change them.
The only language they understand is reciprocal violence, if not to bring peace, at least to free the violent from his inclinations and perhaps teach him he does not possess the monopoly of that method of resolving issues (132).
Jesus Christ himself, according to the gospel (Matt 21:12), spoke the language of violence to those Jews who attempted turning his father's temple into a market place. The true spirit of Christianity is opposed to imperialism and capitalism. Jesus was a revolutionary figure.
He was critical and was considered a rebel because of his revolutionary activities and he was killed for that as a political offender. The mode of his death, crucifixion on the cross, shows it. As Fierro put it: "In Jesus we find an explicit criticism of civil authority and a direct confrontation with it. Jesus clearly adopted a critical attitude towards political authority and power" (158).
Christianity and Marxism:
The truths of the Christian faith as they affect the economic and political life of the people point to communalism and socialism. This is so because the central message of the bible is that of liberation and never that of exploitation. In reality communalism and socialism are very much in the spirit of Christianity. The earliest Christians, themselves the immediate disciples of Christ, understood this very well and practised communalism which is the primitive form of socialism. As the Holy Bible put it:
The company of those who believe were of one heart and soul, and no one said that any of the things which he possessed was his own, but they had everything in common. There was no needy person among them, for as many as were possessors of lands or houses sold them and brought the proceeds of what was sold and laid it at the apostles' feet; and distribution was made to each as they had need (Acts 4:32-37).
It becomes very clear then that no practice illustrates the principles of socialism or communism better than that which obtained among members of the early Christian church, so says Awolowo and correctly too (Awolowo, 204) . It can be argued that what the members of the early Christian church practised was communalism and not communism or socialism. A careful reflection, however, makes it clear that communalism is the primitive form of socialism or communism. Communalism has never been and can never, honestly, be regarded as the primitive form of capitalism. The message of liberation was what Jesus brought to the world, a mission that made him a revolutionary Jesus. As he himself put it: "The spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he hath anointed me to preach the gospel to the poor; he hath sent me to heal the broken hearted, to preach deliverance to the captives, and recovering of sight to the blind; to set at liberty them that are bruised… (Luke 4:18). Jesus was out to establish social justice, peace and prosperity for all, the obvious oppositions notwithstanding. As Albert Nolan, correctly observes:
The revolution that Jesus wanted to bring about was far more radical than anything the zealots or anyone else might have had in mind. Every sphere of life, political, economic, social and religious was radically questioned by Jesus and turned upside down (59).
The revolutionary teachings of Jesus are clearly opposed to the capitalist concepts of the violent imposition of a ruling class to own and control the means of production, and of ruling the world on a system, which promotes human antagonism and exploitation. Christ Jesus enjoins us to feed the hungry. Obedience to the injunctions of Jesus calls for revolutionary activities.
Talking about the Christology of Jesus, Oguogho rightly observed that:
This type of Christology is revolutionarily subversive to the existence and interests of an exploitative and oppressive ruling class. It serves and promotes the interests of the dominated, exploited and oppressed class. Its ultimate goal is their total liberation. Unfortunately when Jesus Christ physically left the world, the ruling class appropriated his Christology and gave its character to it in order to make it justify and serve its interests. An attempt in Latin America to reproletarianise it has been resolutely resisted by imperialism and its ecclesiastical agents and neo-feudal lords (90).
More and more people are today both Christians and Marxists. The Christian faith should be viewed as public and of political use, designed to transform society. We have today theologies which by virtue of their clear involvement in the realm of the polis, are rightly described as political theologies (Fierro, 16) . The emergence of political theology marks a shift of theology towards practice and this shift is found in Marx's eleventh thesis against Feuerbach: "Philosophers have done nothing more than interpret the world in different ways, but it is really a matter of transforming it" (647). In contrast to a contemplative dogmatic positivism, that was content to interpret the universe, present day theology has decided to be active and transforming in the practical realm. According to Fierro: The new thesis stresses the public character of the gospel message, which includes the militancy of Christianity in the political arena; the irruption of Christians into political life and this for the Marxists is the more important aspect (24).
Political theology thereby replaces a theology long refrigerated in dogmatic positivism. Political theology is out to alter the status quo. Unlike dogmatic positivist theology, which is a theology of the status quo supporting and justifying it, political theology is a theology of change and alteration. Lefebvre, a Christian Archbishop, according to Fierro, opines that, "socialism does not resolve all the problems of man but it does inaugurate the epoch in which man can pose the human problems of knowledge, love and death in authentic terms that are not interfaced with social prejudice"(391). Latin Americans see European theology of the past and present as the theology of bourgeoisie societies where religion is used to the advantage of the bourgeoisie. On the other hand, the socio-political conditions underlying the feasibility of political theology is clear enough, that is involvement in the overthrow of social structures based on domination. An unjust society can only talk about God in blasphemous terms. Faith is conditioned, or even determined by socioeconomic infrastructure. But this does not prevent it from reacting in turn upon that infrastructure and being able to alter it" (Fierro, 393) . Political theology is a Marxist theology in the same sense that there has been a Platonic theology, an Aristotelian theology and a Kantian theology. Platonic theology was formulated by the early church fathers, especially St. Augustine. Aristotelian theology was formulated by the scholastic thinkers of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, especially St. Thomas Aquinas. And Kantian theology was formulated by liberal protestant theologians.
We were not scandalized by the emergence of a theology based on the concepts and categories of Plato, Aristotle and Kant none of whom was a Christian. There is, therefore, no reason why one should be shocked by a theology nurture on Marxist analysis. Basing political theology on Marxist presuppositions does not amount to baptizing Marx or attempting, in any way, to win him back to the Christian tradition. Nor does it suggest that he is directly indebted to that tradition (Fierro, 373) .
There are many materialistic philosophies, which are often mistakenly regarded, both by their authors and some others, as Marxist, when in actual fact such philosophies have little or nothing to do with Marx. In most cases, these are the only philosophies some Christians who claim to be anti-Marxists have ever come in contact with. On the other hand, some others who have come in contact with Marx have read only a little aspect of Marx. And often times, such little aspect is interpreted in manners not acceptable to Marxists. Reading the whole of Marx and imbibing the correct spirit of the Marxist philosophy would change views to a large extent and lead to one appreciating Marx and Marxist philosophy a lot more, depending, of course, on one's degree of commitment to the truth of the matter. Most of those who keep off or prevent Marxist philosophy from being imbibed are scandalously ignorant of what Marxism is all about. The capitalist system we operate in Nigeria prevents a proper understanding of Marxism by many Nigerians. The most embarrassing mistake is that of sincere Christians who claim to be anti-communist, while accepting, in its totality, the teachings of Luke in Acts of the Apostles: "And all that believed were together, and had all things in common. And sold their possessions and goods, and parted them to all men, as every man had need" (Acts 2:44-45). And in another passage we read:
And the multitude of them that believed were of one heart and of one soul: neither said any of them that ought of the things which he possessed was his own; but they had all things in common… Neither was there among them any that lacked; for as many as were possessors of lands or houses sold them and brought the prices of the things that were sold and, laid them down at the apostles' feet and distribution was made unto every man according as he had need (Acts 4:32-35).
The above two quotations from the New Testament of the Bible stand, up till date, as the best definitions of communism.
As Jose Miranda put it "The definition Marx borrowed from Louis Blancs: 'From each one according to his capacities, to each one according to his needs' is inspired by, if not directly copied from Luke's formulation eighteen centuries earlier"(160). This view of Jose Miranda is powerfully supported by this paper and by the above two quotations from the Acts of the Apostles, written by St. Luke. One wonders what those Christians who claim to be defending Christianity against communism, take communism to mean. A proper appreciation of the correct meaning of communism may convince them that it was Christianity that started communism. Could the misunderstanding be intentionally engineered by particular interest group(s)? Communism had never and will never be the same as atheistic materialism. As Miranda put it and correctly too:
When the official doctrinal propaganda asserts that communist idea is inseparable from materialist ideologies, it is denying facts as evident and as impossible to conceal as daylight. In primitive Christianity and for eighteen centuries after, the communist ideas existed without materialism of any kind. And even today, what logical relationship can be pointed out between "having everything in common" (Act 2:44) and denying the existence or efficacy of the spirit? The truth is precisely the reverse: communism cannot be actualized unless we recognize the infinite respect due God in each of our neighbours, including those who are economically unproductive by weakness or age or natural gifts. The failure of Russian communism is the evidence. (What you now have in the Soviet Union is state capitalism)(162).
Communism can only be brought to realization on the basis of authentic religion, where religion is practised in line with the spirit of religion that promotes the liberation of man and never the exploitation or oppression of man.
Marx's and Russia's total rejection of religion amounts to throwing away the dirty water with the baby. Here Marx and Russian communism were wrong, hence the eventual failure of Russian communism. The Marxian socialism advocated for Nigeria, by this paper, strongly recognizes the inevitability of religion as an instrument of liberation where the spirit of religion must continuously oppose any form of exploitation or oppression of the people, from any angle whatsoever. Here political theology, articulated on Marxian presuppositions will promote change and the overthrow of any evil political or economic structure, as the Latin American Christians are trying to do. The Marxian socialism advocated for Nigeria, by this paper, will completely do away with all bourgeoisie theologies articulated on positivist presuppositions, because of their oppressive and exploitative disposition. The bourgeoisie positivist theologies of oppression and exploitation are the theologies capitalism upholds.
Capitalism teaches one to selfishly seek one's own proper advantage and gain which could include fabricating numerous falsehood to ensure the non realization of the communist ideal. Again Jose Miranda asserts thus:
The thesis that communism cannot be separated from materialism is one of those monstrous Hitler-style falsehood, that are proclaimed with all the greater vigour the more false they are. Examined objectively, it is the diametrical inversion of the real facts (162).
Most of the time, leaders of the various Christian denomination, because of their romance with capitalism and their loss of focus on the true spirit of religion, lead and behave in a manner that seems to suggest that Christianity ought constantly to adopt and accommodate changing circumstances. This gives the impression that Christianity has no content of its own to proclaim and actualize. During the Nigeria-Biafra civil war, for instance, Christians on the Nigerian side supported and defended the Nigerian position and Christians on the Biafran side supported and defended the Biafran position.
Was that Christianity's way of behaving like a Biafran while in Biafra and like a Nigerian while in Nigeria? Jose Miranda opines thus:
We reject the feebleminded notion that Christianity must be Roman in Roman imperial times, feudal in the Middle Ages, absolutist during the monarchy, liberal for the French Revolution, and so on. We leave such flexibility to a church, which, for many centuries now, has considered it of no importance to verify objectively what it is that Christ wanted to bring about in the world (162).
After creation, God gave man the injunction to conquer and subdue the earth (Genesis 1:28). And in Matthew 25:35-36, he gave Christians the job of caring for and helping to provide the needs of one another. Christianity has a content of its own to proclaim and actualize. Christ in Matthew 25:35 enjoins us to feed the hungry. As Miranda rightly observes:
How are we going to give food to all who are hungry if we leave the means of production in private hands, which necessarily destines these means to the augumentation of capital and not to the satisfaction of the needs of the population. Do the official theologies really think they can maintain that there is more spirituality in the escapist selfishness of people who tranquilize themselves by saying "There have always been people who starved to death, we are not divine providence" than in the decision of the people who want to be faithful to Jesus by undertaking all possible means to give food to the hungry, knowing that they are exposing themselves to repression, prison and torture. Is there less spirituality in ruining one's future and social prestige by taking Jesus seriously than in adapting to the sweet enchantments of a bourgeoisie singing:" I am dedicated to spiritual things" (163).
The Bible makes it clear that the only way of relating with God in practical terms is through our neighbour. If we cannot love our neigbour whom we see, how can we claim to love God whom we do not see (I John 4:20) . The God of the Bible is knowable only in otherness.
Religion and morality:
Advocates of communism insist on the transformation of the individual person but emphasize that no such transformation is possible except there is first a transformation of the social structures, which have, in the Nigerian case, been capitalist in orientation. There is no middle position. Either the system is capitalist or the system is socialist/communist. What some Nigerians refer to as mixed economy is capitalism. The noble goal of communism is that of turning the world into a great family where each person makes contributions to social provision according to his capacities and receives from society, provision according to his needs. The absolutist in morality argues that morality and religion cannot be separated. While the nonabsolutists insist that religion and morality are separable.
Frankena argues that morality is genetically dependent on religion. Every human being is connected, genetically with his parents and ancestors, since he is composed of the same genesphysical materials. He has the same physical nature, or belongs to the same type. The analogy he maintains holds good for the concepts religion and morality. Both involve ethics -from the Greek word ethikos meaning 'of' or 'for' morals, that is, both are concerned with ideas about what is good or right and what is evil or wrong behaviour. They are, therefore, made of the same idea and are genetically connected. By this Frankena means that morality, as genetically interpreted in Western civilization is an outgrowth of Christianity (163). We often talk of Christian ethics, which imparts a social emphasis on the good life. Humanism and Christianity are close in many areas; especially in their concern for the individual and his rights. But while Christianity is concerned about the supernatural man, the soul and the metaphysical, humanism is concerned solely with the natural, the body and the present physical existence. An atheistic philosopher such as Hume would argue that the fact that Christianity and morality are genetically connected is no evidence that we cannot have complete morality without religion. This paper completely rejects David Hume's radical separation of religion from morality and insists that morality as generally interpreted in western civilization is an outgrowth of Christianity. This Humean presupposition which led to his radical rejection of metaphysics forms the basis of positivism which in turn forms the basis of capitalism. It becomes clear from this analysis that capitalism is as atheistic as positivist philosophy which in turn forms the basis of capitalism since this is the philosophy that provides capitalism's theoretical framework. On its part, positivist philosophy is as atheistic as Hume's philosophy in view of the fact that Hume's philosophy provided the theoretical framework for positivist philosophy. This is one of the points at which Marx adopted a positivist and Humean framework by completely adopting the atheism of Hume and positivist philosophy. This paper strongly rejects this positivistic aspect of Marx. Capitalism, articulated on the presuppositions of atheistic positivism adopts religion as an instrument of oppression and exploitation. Marx in this direction made the greatest mistake of his life by rejecting religion-both its spirit and practice -as the opium of people. Marx noticed serious exploitation in the practice of religion and his commitment to the overthrow of all exploitative and oppressive structures led to his complete rejection of religion and his description of religion as the opium of the people.
This costly mistake of completely rejecting religion is responsible for the view that Marxism is opposed to religion and God; when in actual fact, it is capitalism, articulated on positivist presuppositions that is truly atheistic. It is true that capitalist states allow the practice of religion, but that is not the whole truth. The positivist oriented theoretical framework of capitalism promotes exploitation and oppression. More often than not the capitalists and their ecclesiastical agents gradually but steadily turn religion, in capitalist states, into an instrument of exploitation and oppression, instead of using religion to liberate man from the evils of exploitation and oppression. It is only within Marxian socialist states that religion can effectively be used as an instrument of liberating man from exploitation and oppression, because Marxian socialism will put an effective check on the activities of ecclesiastical officials, who are agents of capitalist exploitation and oppression.
Unfortunately Marx, fired by David Hume's and the positivists' rejection of metaphysics, completely rejected religion due to the exploitative and oppressive role played by religion during his life time. Here Marx was positivist in orientation and this paper completely rejects this aspect of his philosophy, and insists on the important distinction between the spirit and the practice of religion. What Marx should have rejected was the practice of religion that unfortunately made religion an instrument of capitalist exploitation and oppression. He should have insisted, as this paper does, on religious leaders rediscovering the true spirit of religion as an instrument of liberating man from the evils of oppression and exploitation. Religion here as the founders of the various religions intended it, becomes an instrument of change. The theology that presents religion as an instrument of change has Marx's philosophy of change as its theoretical framework and is known as political theology. While dogmatic positivist theology remains opposed to the overthrow of an established order, urging social reformers to reform what can be reformed and adopt an attitude of resignation towards what cannot be reformed, political theology is a theology of change and alteration.
CONCLUSION
In the words of Girardi, according to Fierro, political theology insists that "one must love all, but not in the same way. One loves the oppressed by liberating them from their misery. One loves the oppressors by liberating them from their sinfulness" (191) . Here charity must begin at home. Christians must love those of their members who are oppressed by liberating them from their misery; and love those of their members who are oppressors by liberating them from their sinfulness. If the church does not have the courage to touch and transform its own structures, it will not have the moral strength to criticize society. In 1970 at a conference in Amsterdam, Christians according to Fierro, recited the following prayer together:
Lord grant that we may not be afraid of conflict and struggle, even among ourselves. For you have fashioned life in such a way that no progress and nothing new can arise without confrontation. Guide us into those struggles that are truly essential (231).
Christians have made notable contributions to the overcoming of capitalism and the building of the socialist society. Many of them who live under capitalistic socio-economic conditions, struggle for socialism against the established power. This paper argues that Jesus Christ and Marx were both revolutionary figures, whose missions were the liberation of man from the evils of exploitation and oppression. The paper, therefore, opines that for the fight against exploitation and oppression to succeed, particularly in Nigeria, the followers of Jesus and Marx must unite and jointly overthrow the exploiters and oppressors of the people. The followers of Jesus and Marx in Nigeria particularly, must join hands to prevent a situation where a few powerful and greedy people take too much of the common good to themselves, leaving others with little or nothing. Only Marxian socialism and the true spirit of religion can effectively resist the capitalist exploiters and oppressors. Marxian socialism cannot do it alone. Religion cannot do it alone. The unity of the followers of Jesus and Marx is inevitable, if the capitalist exploiters and oppressors are to be effectively checked. It was the mistake of Marxian socialism confronting the capitalist oppressors and exploiters in Russia alone that led to the failure of communism in Russia. The need, therefore, for the followers of Jesus and Marx to unite, in the fight against capitalist exploitation and oppression, cannot be overemphasized. 
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